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SUBJECT: SCOPING DOCUMENT: WATER QUALITY CONTROL POLICY ON THE
' USE OF COASTAL AND ESTUARINE WATERS FOR POWER PLANT
COOLING ‘ | :

Los Angeles Regional Board staff has reviewed the scoping document containing a proposed
statewide policy to implement section 316(b) of the Clean Water Act regarding the use of coastal
and estuarine waters for power plant cooling. Staff supports the intent of the proposed policy,
which would require existing power plants either to eliminate current reliance upon once-through
cooling systems and shift tothe use of closed-cycle cooling systems or reduce impingement and
entrainment losses by 90 percent or greater of the reduction that would be achieved through the
use of closed-cycle cooling systems. ’ ' ' -

In light of the many threats t0 oceanic and estuarine resources from overfishing, babitat loss and
degradation of water quality and other factors, it seems unreasonable to continue to accept the

“huge losses of adult, juvenile, larvae and eggs of many, species of fish and invertebrates resulting
from impingement and entrainment associated with once-through cooling. This issue is

* especially critical to the Los Angeles Regional Board, since 8 of the 19 currently operating

California power plants relying upon once-through cooling are located in Region 4, and 3 of
these plants are located within Santa Monica Bay, a degraded waterbody that is being restored as
part of the National Estuary Program. . : S

We have the follbwing comments on the scoping document:

Page 12 Entrainxﬁent and Impingement

The document states that “The biological impacts of OTC may not be adequately known since
modern quantitative studies are difficult and costly.” Although it is true that such studies are
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- difficult and costly, we believe that the main impediment to assessing the biological impacts of
OTC is the difficulty in trying to translate losses of individusl organisms from impingement and
entrainment into actual impacts at the species population and ecosystem levels. Many models

hay, heeg}degrgf ppdrta ey to evaluate these impacts, but the complexity of these systems makes

‘4;#1‘ ble assessments,
!

Page 16 Cumulativ Tini

3

% : hllhc\documentas‘éateei that %‘A study performed by MBC and Tenera in 2005 estimated that, for 12

t Téoastat pavier plists in thé: Southern California Bight, there is an overall cumulative entrainment

e HIOTHANTY 6F T4 péfcent.” We would suggest expanding upon this statement to clarify its intent,
as we can think of differerit ways to interpret it without befter context. : o

- The document states that “Considering only recreational fish species, impingement was -
somewhere between 8-30 percent of the number of fish caught in the Southern California Bight.”
"We would suggest more docurmentation to support this statement, if it is accurate. Tt might be .
more effective to list key recreational species individually and compare the numbers impinged to
the numbers caught (e.g., xx white croakers were impinged in 2005, representing x% of the
number taken by sportfishermen). Care should be taken to compare fish of similar size ranges
(i.e., if the majority of fish impinged are smaller than those taken by sportfishermen, the
comparison would be less meaningful). | -

Page 46, Restoration as an Interim Measure, Paragraph 3

‘The paragraph begins “It is clear that restoration to comply with CWA 316(b) isnot BTA. -
Restoration of habitat, however, is valuable and should be encouraged as an offset during the
interim until BTA is fully complied with.” Previously, on Page 24, bullet one reads “as it had in .-
RiverKeeper I, the court again ruled that the restoration provisions in the Phase II rule were

plainly inconsistent with section 316(b) and its technology forcing principle.” Proposed
restoration as an interim measure may be in conflict with court’s decision as they ruled that
restoration was inconsistent with 316(b). .

‘Page 59, Individual Power Plant Reviews, Coolinig Towers and Water Discharges
The policy, in the above refereﬁced section, includes an evaluation of each facility and provides a
determination regarding the suitability of the facility for closed cycle wet cooling. If the facility
implements the stipulated remedy and reduces the flow of once through cooling water, the
compliance determination should be based on the reduction in harmfil effects of once through

cooling water intake structures on marine and estuarine h'fg'.
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